_Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

2009 Iowa Plan RFP Bid Evaluation Scoring Tool

TECHNICAL COMPONENT

7A.2 Programmatic OQverview -~~~ 60%

This section of the bid, excluding those portions not to be counted as indicated in the RFP, should not exceed 150 pages.

Does it exceed? Y/N?

l7A_.:2._2 Enrollees 65 .,an_é:[ Older i

S Sub-Section Score (_cix_.‘cle one}:

'_:-Mee't_g'Wi.thD'ié.tit_lg'tio_.n M_e‘_’-:t_s_ - “Partially Méets _"_F.ails to Meet

7A.22
I. Did the bidder describe the experience it has in treating individuals aged 65 and
older?

»  Did the bidder identify other states in which coverage has been provided?
If s0, do the referenced examples demonstrate experience that will benefit
efforts to serve lowans 65 and older?

»  Did the bidder identify challenges and identify strategies for surmounting
any identified challenges? Did the examples demonstrate a thorough
understanding of the population and how to serve it?

s If there any recommended additions to the provider network as part of the

~proposal infended 0 Detier serve those aged o5 andolderydotheyappear—

Yes, spotty with Texas, TN and PA. No specific examples (Weakness)
“We know lowa” '

Low penetration rate (Strength), SeniorConnect (Strength), Low on SA (Weakness)

Geriatricians (Strength), Stakeholder circle (Strength)

appropriate and likely to be effective?

+ Is there a proposed transition plan to ensure the continuity of care while
enrolling the population into the fowa Plan, including a communication
plan? Is the communication plan sufficiently detailed and does it
demonstrate an approach that is appropriate and likely to be effective?

Detailed and dated plah (Strength)
BEA, AAA and Senior Centers(Strengtl)




Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

7A 2 3. a) Caoxdmatmn and Integratmn of Sennces 3

SR Suh—Sectlon Score (circle one)

T<F

the adult correctional system

Enrollees with;

{4) concurrent mental health needs and mental retardation

Eligible Persons with;

{5) mental health and/or substance abuse conditions with involvement with the child
welfare/ juvenile justice system)

Are the strategies appropriate and are they likely to be effective?

" Do they effectively embody the philosophy and program goals in that they, among
other things:
¢  emphasize honoring Eligible Persons’ choice of service provider,

Gt

No provider exclusions

(Sectwns 41,4A, 4B, and 54 of the RED) Meeis W“h D*S“mflf’“ 3 _M?ets_ - P&ftlaﬂy Meets . Fails to Meet -

. Did the bidder describe the strategies it would take to coordinate and integrate
service delivery for each of the five types of Eligible Persons and Enrollees?
Eligible Persons with; .
(1) concurrent mental health and substance abuse conditions 1.  Roundtable, national focus (Strength) Butnot great depth (Weakness)
(2) concurrent mental health and/ or substance abuse conditions plus concurrent 2, PCP communication, IME coordination (Strength) Could use more substance
medical conditions {Weakness)
(3) concurrent mental health and/ or substance abuse conditions and involved with History with lowa and drug court (Strength)

Cross training (Strength)
Joint treatment planning and enhanced education (Strength)

Probably effective, appear appropriate. Prevention of IP as a goal. (Strength)

o — R— P1omoie:{*hecphi-}f}s0?hy—f}}a{;—ﬁ-}ig-}b}e:Pﬁrsoi‘-:S.—Sheb}idtb&&blﬁ:‘f@:liema:}%ki}bﬁiei!‘.,n e —

homes and communities, and
o demonstrate that the bidder is committed to working with all providers serving
the enroilees to ensure blended and coordinated service delivery?

Did the bidder provide examples of its experience in other states with respect to
coordimation and integration of services and how it will be applied in fowa? Is the
experience relevant and likely to be beneficial to Jowa?

owa experience (Strength)

Xes, only 2 so limited (Weakness)




Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

{(Sections 4.A.2and 4.B.2 of the RFP) ' © .

7A.2.4 Rehabilitation, Recovery, and Strength-Based Approach to Services ..« "0 17 T DI e s TR T _
; i, o : : g o | .. Meets With Distinction .~ *Meets .. Partially Meets .-

FRRNE ._‘.-}_ub-Sec_tion__Sco;'e_(Ci_rcle oney: -

©FailstoMeet

[, Does the bidder’s proposal include a detailed explanation of its experience providing
behavioral health services through a recovery-oriented approach?

T~F
H

Does the bidder’s proposal describe in detail the model it proposes to implement?

3. Does the bidder’s proposal recognize the priority for effecting change during the
contract period? Does the response provide details for realistic actions that the bidder
intends to take during the contract period to affect change?

#. Does the response specifically identify the bidder’s approach with respect to:

»  Contractor interactions with Eligible Persons?

¢ service system planning and design?

«  provider adoption of a rehabilitation, recovery and strength-based approach to
services?

5. Is the bidder’s proposed approach appropriate and likely to be effective?

es, other states and national organizations (Strength)

es, plan involves input of providers (Strength)

Provider buy-in with groups and roundtables (Strength)

Motivational interviewing and provider education (Strength)

Appears OK. Effectiveness better with provider input




Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

.25 Person-Centered Care (Section 7A.25 of the REP)

' 'Sub-Section Score (circle ome)s o

‘-frfp'a'sifp'erfonnancemﬁhrrespecHofhe*im—p{emen‘.:ﬁ%iern:ef—.s#fategiesftee:iﬂy{}lve:EEi.géblﬁ.,.

Persons in the planning of their care?

: Meets With bisfiﬁction_' S M.get_;s. _ -Pa_r_éi_ally .Mee_ts' i Fails fo M_eef_
FA.2.5.
A.2.5.) AT £
1. Does the bidder’s response describe the philosophy of how to best involve Eligible A ctive involvement, monitoring and follow up (Strength)
Persons in the planning of their care? ‘
P, Does the description include:
v how the bidder intends to assure that the Eligible Person and, as appropriate, f‘rovifler roundtable, active treatment planning, statistics to support it. (Strength)
family members, participate in treatment planning? helf directed care (Strength)
e descriptions of instances in which the bidder has successfully employed such
strategies under other contracts?
’ thi t Weak
B, Is the bidder's proposed approach appropriate and likely to be effective? s, but nothing really new (Wea rvless)
Yes, other states results {(Weakness)
1. Do the cited examples of experience demonstrate working knowledge that will _
benefit lowa? ‘
FA.2.5.b)
|. Did the bidder's references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s




Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

k|

A2, 6 Covered Servmes, Requlred Sex’vwes, Ophonal Servmes LRV
(Sectxons 4A S 4A. 4 and 4B 3 of the RFI’) ;

Sub«-Sectmn Seore (cn'cle one)

Meets Wxth sttmctmn o Meets Partlally Meets _' ‘:'-F_'a_il:s tb_ 'Mee't A

N7A.2.6.a)

|. Is the bidder’s proposed strategy to ensure statewide capacity sufficiently detailed to
understand what it intends to do?

P, Is the bidder’s proposed strategy appropriate and likely to be effective?

Yes, build on current and safety net providers. Structured plan (Strength) +

Yes

\7A.2.6.b)

[. Does the analysis include an identification of service gaps and the basis on which the
bidder has made its determination? .

=

Was the bidder’s methodology to identify service gaps comprehensive, rigorous, and
valid?

3. Were any major gaps of which the evaluator is aware missed?

4. Does the bidder’s proposal for how the gaps would be addressed seem appropriate?

T

_Did-the bidderprovide aplan. F@"—addfessmg the gaps, with an implementation

bub-aciste, stabilization beds and erisis support.
Xes, by region (Strength)

Unknown
Yes, SDC/ ER peer support (Strength) v

Yes, but not detailed. (Weakness)

timeline?

LAY

Did the bidder address the following areas inits planina comprehenswe and
informed fashion:

«  Level I Sub-acute Facility services delivery?

« 24 hour mental health stabilization services?

+  Substance abuse peer support/recovery coaching?

7. Are the plan and timeline for addressing the service gaps appropriate and likely to
be effective to enable the bidder to make all required mental health services available
to the majority of Towa Plan enroflees by the end of the second contract year?

¥es

Yes
Yes - Outreach being performed for all (Strength)

Ves, advantage of incumbency. (Strength)




Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

A, 2 6 Covered Servmes, Requlred Serv1ces, Optmna! Servmes

Sub»Secfmn Score {cn‘de one)

Meets W1th Dlshnctmn

supports will be authorized? If so, does the process appear to be appropriate and
ulilizing appropriately skilled staff?

T

Did the bidder provide any parameters that would be implemented to guide the
authorization of integrated services and supports? If so, do the parameters appear to
be appropriate?

A
Did the bidder provide examples of comparable past experience providing
integrated mental health services and supports? If so, do the cited examples
demonstrate working knowledge that will benefit Iowa?

AT
.

(Sectmns 4A 3 4A. 4 and 4B 3 of the RFP) o -Meets : I’artlally MEEtS - Ea_i_ﬂs f_O.MEEt. o
\/7A.2.6.c}
s . . N . ’ : - /"f ’
{. Did the bidder describe the process by which integrated mental health services and res, fow restrictions, easy to access (Strength) W

ntegrated into treatment plan (Strength) Few details (Weakness) v

Yes, fowa examples (Strength)

FA.2.6.d)

|. Did the bidder describe how it will incorporate evidence-based practice into its
management and how it will impact the services offered through the lowa Plan?

). Is the bidder’s proposed approach appropriate and likely to be effective?

bays we will with few examples of how it will be done, (Weakness)

Yes

/A.2.6.€)

[. Does the bidder identify any services for which it will not reimburse due to moral or
religious grounds?
+  Ifyes, is there a complete explanation of these services?

- (This response should not be scored.
The question is for informational purposes only)




Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

&,2.7___0rgani.zat'ionofUtil_izationManagemenf Staff '(Seé'tionSA.l of the RFP) ' R O ST IR S
L T T AR SRR I IPE S S R -.:5:_Megts_With:Distinc_t_iqn__-_'_ ~ Meets - -Par_tiall_yMeets__'

... Sub-Section Score (circle one):

Fails to Meet

7A.2.7.2)

1. Did the bidder describe its organization of the Utilization Management Staff,
inchuding: :

s number of staff?

e credentials and expertise?

» the rationale for the mix of expertise?

o roles of different types of staff?

+  methods to maximize coordination between UM staff and local delivery
systems?

»  methods to ensure continuity of UM for Eligible Persons making frequent use of
the delivery system?

I~
b

Is the number of Utilization Management staff, which the bidder proposes per
region, and their expertise, well supported and appropriate?

B. s it clear that the staff will be knowledgeable of the services available in each region?

Bullets T ~ 4 = 0K
5 staff live there (Strength)

6 ICM program (Strength)

some may have multiple duties

5. Is the proposed approach to maximize coordination with local service delivery
systems appropriate and likely to be effective?

7. s the proposed approach to ensure continuity for Eligible Persons making frequent
use of the delivery system appropriate and likely to be effective?

Y 'es
4. Are the roles proposed by the bidder for each of the different types of Utilization Yes .
Management staff appropriate?
5. Are there roles or types of staff which should have been included but were not? No

Yes, QI staff in communities (Strength)

CM = yes (Strength)

7A.2.7.b)

1. Did the bidder's other clients for which it has organized UM staff to maximize
coordination with local service systems confirm the effectiveness of the bidder’s
performance?




Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

A.2.8 Utilization Maz_mgement_Guidelines'__(Sect_ion 5A.3 of t.hé_.R_FP) T

Lo " Meets With Distincfi_én ' Meets :  Partially Meets

" Sub-Section Score (citcle one): -

: __Fails to Meet "

.

7A.2.8.a)

Do the UM Guidelines the bidder would use in authorizing mental health services
appear to be appropriate?

Very detailed with examples (Strength) E:/))

D. If the bidder attached guidelines for the application of ASAM criteria, do the
guidelines the bidder would use for the authorization or retrospective monitoring of DK
substance abuse services appear to be appropriate? '
FA.2.8.b)
|. Did the bidder describe how UM Guidelines would generally be applied to authorize  Not specifically (Weakness) : @ .
or retrospectively review services? 1 factors, but process not well explained.
D, Did the bidder address how it would both manage the appropriateness of treatment Nill work with providers
duration and also manage potentially high volumes of service requests?
3. Does the approach to outpatient service authorization address management of
. s . er o - ¥ es
appropriateness review in a manner likely to be efficient and effective?
.......................... AZEG
[. Did the bidder discuss special issues in applying the guidelines for at least some of

the following services and populations:

i. substance abuse services for pregnant and parenting women?

if. substance abuse services provided to Enrollees in PMICs?

iii. mental health inpatient services provided to Enrollee children in state mental
health institutes?

iv. Eligible Persons with concurrent need for both mental health and substance
abuse treatment?

v. Assertive Community Treatment (ACT)?

+  If 50, does the bidder appear to have a thorough understanding of what
special issues might arise and of how to address them? Were there any
issues the evaluator felt should be addressed that were omitted?

Discharge planning, return to school (Strength) @

Mention of home and community based services.




Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

R R LTI SR S T . Sub-Section Score (circle one): - .
A.2.8 Utilization Managen‘ﬁent Guidelines (Section 5A.3 of the _RFP)_ S L T T R S SRR R
T T e e SO Meets With Distinction - . Meets - Partially Meets . .- ;' Fails to Meet
7A.2.8.d)
1. Did the bidder list any services or levels of care for which prior authorization would Yes, OP treatment not required. Retro only (Strength)
not be required?
P, Do the levels of care for which the bidder has indicated it won't require prior
authorization appear to be appropriate, given both access to care and cost fes
management objectives?
5, Did the bidder describe a Qlfrelated cu:cun'ns!ﬁnce that would lead the bidder to Jse — Corrected - Reverted to UMG (Strength)
request state approval for prior authorization?
L. Does the prior authorization circumstance demonstrate experience and knowledge?
Does the quality improvement circumstance example align with care and cost
management objectives?
7A.2.8.2)
. Did the bidder describe how it would self-evaluate the clinical effectiveness and Automated PA system (Strength)
administrative efficiency of UM authorization processes?
- : e S
P, Does the bidder's proposal to self-evaluate the clinical effectiveness and Data driven evaluation (Strength)@)
administrative efficiency of the authorization processes rely upon robust and
meaningful measurement of performance?
5. Did the bidder describe circumstances under which it might waive prospective Good study. Waive OP then all OF
review requirements for certain providers?
&, Does the bidder's description of circumstances under which prospective utilization bata driven.
review might be waived for certain providers demonstrate a well-reasoned approach
to balancing appropriate utilization management with limiting administrative
requirements of providers?




Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

4

&._Z.SUtilizétioﬁ Maﬁégéméﬁ_tGuidelinés '(S_ee_tianA.S of't_he_.'RFP) '_::f::-" s O L A TR PPN R TS O VA T SO
LR L R e T B Meets With Distinction - . .* Meets .- ~Partially Meets -~ = Fails to Meet - -

‘Sub-Section Score (circle one):

TA.2.8.f)

E.

Did the bidder describe how it would operationalize the state’s concepts of
“psychosocial necessity” and “service need”?

es, and seeks input from providers and clients (Strength)

T~

administrative authorization of services (when contractual requirements mandate the

D, Did the description contrast the proposed approach with that used for “medical .

necessity’ under other contracts, or if not applicable, explain how the concepts differ? And provided an example
B. Does the bidder’s approach for operationalizing the state’s concept of “psychosocial "

necessity” in the authorization process for mental health services align with the es

- state’s objectives, as put forth in Section 5A.3.1 of the RFP?
2. ?id the bidfier’s disti_nc,t’ion be;‘ltwee?\ “medical necessity” and the concepts of Ves, and example helps (Strength)
psychosocial necessity” and “service need convey a good understanding of how the

approaches differ? :
'A.2.8.5)
. Did the bidder describe the process the bidder would implement for the

Could have said uses UMG as if the patient was eligible (Weakness) @

___authorzation-and reimbursement forservices that donot fall within the contractor’s | ‘

UM guidelines)?

Does the process the bidder proposes for implementing the administrative
authorization of services appear to be appropriate?

Did the bidder include in its description the way in which the bidder would allow
for authorization for services provided during all the months of enrollment even if
Medicaid eligibility is determined after the initiation of services?

Does it appear that this process treats providers fairly and will be effective?

Dther circumstance noted (Strength)

Relies on having contact, not just finding out about refro eligibility.

Yes

10




Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

.28 Utilization Management Guidelines (Section A3 0fthe RFP) o= | 0 0
Dl R P ARSI L |- Meets With Distinction " “Meets - Partially Meets

+o 0o Sub-Section Score (circle one): .

. 'Féil_s_to Meet .- .

L.

7A.2.8.h)

Did the bidder describe how it would provide Intensive Clinical Management to
certain lowa Plan Enrollees, and the relationship of those activities to Targeted Case
Management?

Yes, gives admit criteria (Strength)

4.

reflective of the current state of that service in lowa, appropriate, and likely to be
effective?

P, Does the bidder's process for providing Intensive Clinical Management appear (s, works with TCM - roles described with a chart (Strength)
appropriate and likely to be effective?
3. 1s the bidder’s proposed relationship of Intensive Clinical Management and Targeted
Case M iate and likely to be effective? fres
ase Management appropriate and likely to be ettective?
7A.2.8.1)
[, Did the bidder describe how it would provide 24 hour crisis management? Hotline ~ nothing special
2. 1Is the bidder’s proposed approach to provision of 24-hour crisis management

Yes with language help. Flags some high use consumers.

No

=8 Didthe-bidder-provideexamples-ofhow-thatservdee-has-heen-provideddoother

states?

Do the bidder's examples demonstrate experience and knowledge that would be of
benefit to lowa?

¥ es

11



Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

A, 2 9 Requlred Elements of InlelduaI Senuce Coordmatmn & ’I‘reatment I’Ianmng

HE Meets Wlth Dls’ﬁncuon

Sub-Sectlon Score (c1rcle one)

»  how the Bidder would ensure the availability of clinicians with expertise in
providing mental heaith and substance abuse services to children?

»  how the 24-hour crisis and referral service would interface with the emergency
crisis service system?

Does it appear that the bidder’s 24-hour crisis and referral service utilizes

Referral to sheriff. If OK or not (suicide)

(Sectmns 1.9,4B.2.2 and 5A.5 of the RFP) Meets o Part:_aily Mgets_ K - Fai_ls to M_eét
7A.2.9.2)
I, Did the bidder describe the 24-hour crisis and referral service that the Bidder would
make available to Eligible Persons, including:
baffed

e— i Did-the bidderdeseribeaprovesy f’or‘ld"enufymg‘the‘ e Eligible Pergonis-who have

T~

P
appropriately trained staff? Ves
8. Does it appear that the bidder’s 24-hour crisis and referral service would provide o6, vast experience
sufficient access to clinicians with child mental health and substance abuse expertise? ‘ P
2. Does the bidder’s response depict a process that would ensure that the 24-hour crisis Only says it will, just like others
and referral service appropriately and effectively interfaces with the emergency crisis
service system?
N7A.2.9.b) Y

.

demonstrated the need for a high level of services or who are at risk of high
utilization of services?

Does the bidder’s process for identifying those Eligible Persons appear to capture all
of those in need of individual service coordination and treatment planning in a
timely and efficient manner?

Did the bidder describe how it would initiate ongoing treatment planning and
coordination with the Iowa Plan Eligible Persons and all others appropriate for
planning the Eligible Person’s treatment?

Does the bidder’s process for initiating ongoing treatment planning and coordination
appear to be appropriate and likely to be effeciive?

Jses predictive modeling ?@ ;U
May need a clinicians view (Weakness) Q}(}
Not on file to flag as high need

DK

12




Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

(Sectmns 1.9,4B2. 2 and SA 5 of the RFP)

7A 2 9 Requ:red Elements of Indxwdua} Serv;ce Coordxnat:on & Treatment I’Iannmg - .

Sub—Seetwn Score (cu*cle one)

Meets W1th D1st1nct:on

Meets 2

Pamaiiy Meets o '

 Fails to Meet

7A.2.9.c)

. Did the bidder déscribe the program the bidder would implement in conjunction
with officers of the couris to assure that court-ordered treatment complies with
substance abuse criteria and therefore is reimbursable through the Iowa Plan?

P, Does the bidder’s proposed program appear appropriate and likely to succeed?

Frequent meetings with JCOs (Strength) @
Training

DK

N7A.2.9.d)

1. Did the bidder describe a process for actively promoting and ensuring coordination
by Jowa Plan network providers with Enrollees’ primary care physicians?

E\J

Is the proposed process for promoting and ensuring coordination appropriate and
likely to be effective?

3. Did the bidder deseribe how it would assess network provider compliance with the
care coordination requirements?

Many activities

CHSC Clinies  (Strenigth)

Documentation of attempt to contact PCP required (Strength) @

reportmg actwlhes, appropriate and likely to be effective?

5. Did the bidder provide results of monitoring efforts conducted for other clients to
verify that coordination had been occurring effectively?

5. Do the bidder's examples of monitoring efforts document an effective process?

7. Did the bidder’s references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s
past performance with respect to promoting and ensuring coordination by network
providers and primary care physicians?

Measurement and reassessment {Strength)

13




Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

7A.2.16 Children in Transition (Section 5A.6.1 of the RFI) ~: .0

.+ - Sub-Section Score (circle one): “ ;.

-__Me_éis_With'Di"..stihc_t'io'n . Meets E _V-Par'tiéllly Meets -

:__-._Fail.s.t_q Meei L

YA.2.10.a)

i, Did the bidder provide comprehensive and detailed descriptions of experience
transitioning children from inpatient settings, including specific examples of hospital
and PMIC-like entities?

T

Did the bidder provide successful strategies for putting in place effective discharge
placement from such settings?

B.  Does the bidder’s described experience demonstrate experience and knowledge that
would be of benefit to lowa?

ﬁpproaches seemed light on specific actions (Weakness)
History of JTP (Strength)

Discharge begins at admission philosophy (Strength)
Parent and provider discussions {Strength)

¥es - incumbency

14




Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

] &._2.11 ApPeai_Pmé_eés j(S_ect_idn 5B.2__o_f the RFP) . _

o _Sul‘?aSe{:tion Scorq_e_ {circle one):

B .Mgéts'With'I_)is_t_irittion__ . '_"_'_Meegs' ** Partially Meets. . Fails to Meet '

FA.2.11.)

. Did the bidder describe a process and provide an accompanying flowchart for the
review of Enrollee appeals?

!\J

Does the flowchart provide timeframes from receipt of the request, and through each
review phase, up to notification? ‘

B, Is the described process consistent with the requirements contained in Section 5B.2 of
the RFP, including the following and other requirements:

s provision of written notice acknowledging the receipt of a request for review
and reasonable assistance with filing appeals, if requested?

e 100% of all expedited appeals will be resolved within 3 working days of receipt
of an appeal. All non-expedited appeals shall be resolved within 14 days of
the receipt of the appeal and 100% shall be resolved within 45 days of the receipt
of the appeal?

¢ provision of a written notice of disposition that includes the requirements
outlined in 5B.2.11 of the RFIP?

¥es, sufficient

Yes, but light on action step times

Yes, good description of manager and watching the process (Strength) @
¥es

¥es

15




Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

5&.2.12 Gri._ev'a_xic'e'_an_d Coiﬁéiaih& becess (Sections 5B;1, 533 anc_IS_B“A'offhe_'Rfi’) : T e e _ R R AR
T e P LS T Meets With Distinction - . . Meets ' Partially Meets .. " Fails to Meet . - .

w7 Sub-Section Score (circle one): i

7A.2.12.3)

[, Did the bidder describe the processes it would put in place for the review of
Enrollees grievances and Eligible Persons complaints?

T~
H

Is the described process consistent with the requirements contained in Section 5B.3 of
the RFP, including the following and other requirements:

+  Enrollees or their designees may initiate a grievance either orally, to be followed
up in writing, or just in writing; complaints from DPH-eligible participants
regarding treatment programs will be directed to DFH?

e provision of written notice acknowledging the receipt of a the grievance?

e rendering all decisions in writing with notice of right to additional review and
information on the process to initiate additional review?

»  95% of all complaints and grievances shali be resolved within 14 days of receipt
of all required documentation and 100% shall be resolved within 90 days of the
receipt of all required documentation?

¥ es

¥es to all bullets

Complaint process = works with DPH (Strength) @

16




Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

L

A213 Requirements.for the Provider Network (Section 5C1 of the RFP) .- s L

Meets Wﬁh Dlstmctmn

Sub-Sectmn Score (cxrcle one)

Meets '_ I’artxaﬁy Meets

‘' Failsto Meet =,

.

!\l

T

'A.2.13.a)

Did the bidder describe how it would ensure that the provider network is adequate

and that access is maintained or increased to meet the needs of lowa Plan Eligible
Persons?

Does the proposed approach to ensuring an adequate provider network and access
appear appropriate and likely to be effective?

Did the bidder identify where there are potential issues of lack of capacity within the
Bidder's network, and steps it would take to increase capacity?

Are the identified potential issues reflective of the current lowa service system?
Are the proposed steps to increase capacity appropriate and likely to be effective?

Did the bidder provide examples from current contracts of how it has ensured
network adequacy in states with a shortage of psychiatrists or other specific
behavioral health professionals?

owa specific (Strength)

Po-ther uxdder-s-exaﬂrples—from -othersiates-demomsirate-experience-and-knowledge——1—

Network strategy committee (Strength) (D
Fargeted recruitment (Strength) @

Dtherise, nothing really new except NSC (Weakness)

Promoting extenders (Strength)

A)

that would be of benefit to Towa?

1.

T

7A.2.13.b)

Did the bidder describe proposed strategies to bring services to underserved
communities, including, but not limited to, for:

e the use of telehealth and distance treatment options?
»  provision of child psychiatric consultation services to primary care clinicians?

Do the bidder's proposed strategies to bring services to underserved communities
appear lilely to result in improved access?

iz

Expect to be statewide by 2012
Wellness coaching{Strength)
Several other / child psych./ consult line / co-occuring academy.

17



Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

.&.2;13 Req.uiréme.nt's for the_l_’révi_de_r Network -'(Seef_i_oh SCI of .ﬂ._l.é.RFP)_- o -

Sub«Seetmn Score (cn'cie onej:

Meets W:th Dlshnctmn S _ -Mee_ts_ .

I’arhally Meets., Lok

.'I;‘ail_.s to Meet

7A.2.13.c)

L. Did the bidder describe its experience under other contracts fo ensure delivery of
services to underserved communities when provider network capacity was initially
found to be inadequate?

B, Did the bidder's references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder/fs"

past performance with respect to addressing initial network inadequacy for /
underserved communities? i.\

TN and Pénnsyivania

?.  Did the bidder's description of experience addressing initial network inadequacy for les
underserved communities in states where there was a shortage of psychiatrists o,
demonstrate effectiveness? M_,,f-w""“’“ ™
A \

A

N7A.2.13.d)

|. Did the bidder describe its experience implementing Medicaid managed behavioral
health programs in which it successfully promoted the development of:

»  psychiatric rehabilitation services?
r==mentabheatifrself-help-andkbpeersupport-gioups

S

owa first (Gtrength) with TN and PA experience
Village model in Arizond

o peer education services?

|3
H

Does the bidder’s description document its experience and success promoting the
development of these three services and making them available to enrollees?

3. Did the bidder’s references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s
past performance with respect to promoting the development of and implementing
psychiatric rehabilitation services, mental health self-help and peer support groups,
and peer education services?

~Many examples but not-data-onresulis (v eaknéss‘)'_"%)m —

Yes, but not results described (Weakness)
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Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

2.2.13 Reéﬁiréﬁent's f_or the _Prc.:v_idér_'i\.letv.v'oxk (S_e'n_:tio'r.l_' 5C10f the REP) - S

' Sub-Section Score (circleone): - -

' M_éé"rs Wi?h_Diéiinctioﬁ L Meets ' ' Partiglly_'l\/{é;ét's_ L

" Fails to M:_«:é_t_ RN

L.

FA.2.13.€)

Did the bidder describe its experience with contracts that include SAPT Block Grant
funding?

owa and Arizona were fairly detailed (Strength)

past performance with respect to timely network contracting?

D.  Does the bidder’s description demonstrate experience and know]edge that would be
of benefit to fowa? Yes, lowa incumbency (Strength)
3. Did the bidder’s references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of the bidder’s
past performance with respect to contract with provides for services funded by an
SAPT Block Grant? |,
7A.2.13.6)
1. Did the bidder describe its experience contracting with networks of comparable or
greater size than those of the lowa Plan within the timeframe afforded by this ‘lorida, Pennsylvania, Arizona
procurement?
Short section = OK
P, Does the bidder's description demonstrate experience and knowledge that would be )
of benefit to lowa? No plusses or minuses
B. Did the bidder’s references provide confirmation of the effectiveness of thebidder’s |
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Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

.2.14 Network Management (Section 5C.5 of the REP) '~

" Sub-Section Score (circle one):

o MeetsWJ.th Dist'i_nct_ipxi_ . Meets . Partially Meets . FailstoMeet

L.

15F

FA.2.14.a)

Did the bidder describe how it would actively manage quality of care provided by
network providers of all covered service, including the Bidder's proposed
methodology for conducting provider profiling and utilizing the profiles to generate
quality improvement?

Does the content of provider profile reports for providers of child inpatient mental
health services, providers of adult outpatient mental health services, and providers
of Level IF substance abuse services, appear to adequately capture the critical
elements of the performance of each of those providers?

Do the reports contain indicators for performance which address clinical quality,
access, utilization management, linkage with primary care physicians, and enrollee
satisfaction, at a minimum?

Are the sample report content descriptions missing any major areas of provider
performance one would expect to see in the reporf?

Is the timing of report distribution proposed by the bidder frequent enough to ensure

that all provider and service types will be profiled and will receive reports at least

Comprehensive example (Strength)
Function of Ismart

Duality and outcomes based on consumer complaints (Weakness)

DK

Very good plan - comprehensive with follow-up (Strength)

10,

quarerly?

Did the bidder describe explicitly how the bidder would interact with each provider
following the distribution of each profile report?

Does the bidder’s proposed approach for generating and facilitating improvement in
the performance of each profiled provider seem like it will be effective?

Does the bidder’s proposed approach include interactive communication between
bidder staff and providers in which feedback is shared?

Did the bidder indicate how it would periodically assess provider progress.on its
implementation of strategies to attain improvement goals?

id the bidder adequately describe its process for identifying areas of improvement
with providers and setting improvement goals for priority areas in which provider
performance falis below acceptable or benchmark levels?

Need to push QA and TA (Weakness)
Kes - Training @ many levels (Strength)
es

o

No specific plan but mentions contact {Weakness) i

Can sanction - uses peer counseling
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Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

\ 218 Networ Management (Secion SC3 of e ip)

e Sub»S_ecti_qn_Sqor_e {circleone); -0

| Meets With Distinction =~ Meets -~ Partially Meets . Fails to Meet

FA.2.14.a) {(continued) .

11. Did the bidder describe a process of frequent reassessment of provider performance
on improvement goals, including face-to-face meetings with appropriately qualified
bidder staff? Does it appear appropriate and likely to be effective?

[2. Did the bidder provide examples for how provider profiling has been utilized to
improve service delivery? Does the approach appear to have resulted in measurable
quality improvement?

£3. Did the bidder describe how it intended to reward providers that demonstrate
continued excellence or dramatic improvement in performance over time and how
the bidder would share "best practice” methods or programs with providers of
similar programs in its network?

I4. Did the bidder describe how it intended to penalize providers that demonstrate

continued unacceptable performance or performance that does not improve over
time?

[5. Does the proposed use of rewards and penalties appear appropriate and meaningful

Yes, quaterly
= OK

PAP - relaxing UR for providers (Strength) @

banctions - Force TA

¥ eg

6. Are the proposed methods for sharing best practices likely to support replication by
other network providers? -

Kes, positive reinforcement, sharing and P4P rewards (Strength)'
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e profiles-credible-and significant?

Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

:&,2_.14 Net_wgifk Manﬁgemen_t (Sé_cfi(.)n'S__C_.S_of_ the RFP) o L . Th

- Sub-Section Score {circle one):

SEs Meé_fs With Distinction . . Meets . : :P.a_rti'a_ﬂy .Meets__ . Fails to 'Mget: SR

'A.2.14.b)
|. Did the bidder provide a description of how network management aclivities

performed for other state clients that are comparable to those described in Section
5C.57

Y

A dequate response ~ nothing stands out

?. Do the profiles demonstrate the bidder’srexperience and capacity to generate the type
of provider profiles required by this RFP’?

B.  Did the bidder describe measurable performance improvement that resulted from
the provider profiles?

4. 1s the bidder’s demonstration of improvement resulting from the use of provider

). Did the description convincingly convey that the bidder has effectively operated DK
comparable network management activities for state clients?

7A.2.14.c)

[.  Did the bidder provide copies of provider profiles employed for two clients? Yes

Detailed but easy to read and can compare over time (Strength) @
Yes in 2 areas (Strength)

¥ e5

'A.2.14.4)

1. The bidder describe how it would assure the accuracy of ISMART data submitted by’
the providers of substance abuse services comprehensive?

2. Is the proposed plan appropriate and likely to be effective?

Well described methodology (Strength)

¥ es
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Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

7A 2, 15 Quahty Assessment and I’erformance Improvement Program o
(Sectwn 5D RFP) ' ' B

Sub Sechon Score (clrcle one)

Meets W1th D;stmctmn ; :_M_eets o Part1a11y Meets_- -

- “Fails to Meet

L.

i,

A 2.15.0)

Did the bidder describe experience in using data-driven evaluation of organization-
wide initiatives to improve the health status of covered populations?

Dioes the bidder possess meaningful, successful experience in using data-driven
evaluation of organization-wide initiatives to improve the health status of
populations?

Did the bidder provide quantified, statistically significant evidence of improved:

s  mental health quality - process measures

substance abuse quality - process measures

mental health quality - functional or clinical outcome measures
substance abuse quality - functional or clinical outcome measures
« mental health quality - consumer-reported outcome measures

+  substance abuse quality ~ consumer-réported outcome measures

.« @

Did the bidder’s references confirm the bidder's effectiveness generating statistically
szgmflcant improvement in populahon health status?

#3

Many charts and graphs(Strength)
btatistical analyses

For al bullets - statistically valid (Strength)

Many tools for input

{.

T

7A.2.15.b)

Did the bidder describe its experience implementing instruments in publicly funded
managed care programs that assess changes in functional status and/ or recovery?

Did the bidder’s description specify tools, populations, sample sizes, findings, and
how the bidder acted upon it findings?

Does the bidder's demonstrated experience indicate its capacity to implement such
instruments in lowa, and to make good use of the findings?

Good description of process

/
POLARIS (Strength) and consumer health inventory @ '

Yes
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Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

7215 Quahty Assessment and Performance Impxovement Program SR -
{Sectmn SD RFI’) e

Sub~Sectmn Score (cxrcie one)

Meets With D:stmctmn o -Meets : I’artzally Meets

"-.Fé_ils f_o Meet s

7A.2.15.c)

. Does the bidder describe an array of different methods by which consumers and
family members would be proactively engaged by the bidder in the Quality
Assessment and Performance Improvement program? Possible techniques that the
bidder might have cited include:
»  adding consumers and family members to bldder—sponsored quality
improvement teams;
«  using advisory groups or focus groups to advise the identification and
design of possible improvement projects, and
¢ using surveys to elicit consumer and family members suggestions and/or
feedback,

Ind

Does it appear that consumers and family members would have a substantive role
bidder in the Quality Assessment and Performance Improvement program based on
the bidder’s response?

1. already used with encouragement to participate (Strength)
2. in place in Iowa and roundtables (Strength)
3. already uses and will adapt (Strength)

TA.2.15.d)

L. Did the bidder describe how it would use pharmacy data to improve quality,
_including to:

¢  identify utilization that deviates from clinical practice guidelines for
schizophrenia and major depression, and

» identify those Enrollees whose utilization of controlled substances warrants
intervention either because of multiple prescribers, excessive guantities or
prescribing that is inconsistent with the clinical profile of the Enrollee.

EA

Does the bidder’s description demonstrate a good understanding of the use of
pharmacy data for quality improvement and seem likely to be effective?

VoS

Adherence and duplication viewed
Pharmacists to review - enhanced medication progam

Drug and diagnosis specific (Strength) @
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Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

'7A 2 15 Quahty Assessment and Performance Improvement Program

Sub—Sectmn Score (cxrcle one)

ISF

T

Lo iy

improvement in public managed behavioral health programs like the Iowa Plan?

Dees the bidder’s description of the greatest opportunities for quality improvement
indicate a profound understanding of public sector behavioral health programs?

Are the opportunities consistent with what the Evaluator might identify as high
priority opportunities?

Are the quality improvement approaches described likely to result in improved
function and well being for enrollees?

Did the bidder describe approaches to realize two such opportunities in Jowa?

Are the proposed approaches appropriate and likely to be effective?

Yes

¥ es

Specific steps - achievable (Strength)

(S e ctz on 5D RFI’) Meets Wxth D1stmctxon Meets ' : Partxaliy Meets: i : Fa:ls tq'_l\:/i.ejet.
7A.2.15.e)
1. Did the bidder describe its identification of the greatest opportunities for quality Recovery and rehab plus 4 others (Strength) m

FA.2.15.)

1

Did the bidder describe experience adapting policy of procedures based oi input™ "

from publicly funded consumers and advocacy groups?

Did the bidder convincingly document that these efforts have had a measurable
beneficial impact on its members?

Do the bidder’'s references confirm that the bidder has used consumer and advocate
input to shape policy and procedure and that this work has had a measurable impact
on members?

Long history of consumer involvement (Strength)

Yes ~ community integration (Strength)
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Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

7A.,2.15 Quality Assessment and Performance Improvement Program . - -
(Section SD RFP) - .- L e

- Sub-Section Score (circle one): o

L :Me:ets W:th Di's_t_inc't_.ioh._ = '_"_-';Méétsé_ : .'-.l__’ar_ti_ally Mget_s_-_.j.g o Fails_fo_Me_et : 5

7A.2.15.5)

1. Did the bidder describe the process by which the Bidder would conduct retrospective
monitoring of all substance abuse service providers in accordance with Section
5.D.1.2?

E\l

Does the description include:

»  The source of the evaluation tool with which the bidder would assess the
appropriateness of clinical services delivered? :

»  What actions the bidder would propose to take with a provider who it has
determined does not deliver services or follow contract guidelines
appropriately, both in the event of an initial finding and of a repeated finding?

B, Does the proposed process appear appropriate and likely to be effective?

Yes, 2 tools to be used (Strength)

Cap, then sanction that seems appropriate (Strength)

’A.2.15.2)

1. Did the bidder provide a copy of a 2008 QA plan that the bidder developed fora
publicly funded client?

Y es

___?._‘Dé'és—ﬂi‘e“@ﬂ“jﬂﬁlrd‘ép'lcf weomprehensiverwell-designedrapproacivioquality———=—"=

assurance and performance improvement?
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Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

4.216 Prevention and Early 1ﬁtervéniion (Sectmn 4A,4.2 of the RFP) .~ © oo -

- .Sub-Section Score (circle oney’ - . =

| Meets With Distinction -~ Meets  Partially Meets ' Fails to Meet .

1. Did the bidder describe the strategy that it will invoke in order to increase access to and
utilization of prevention and early intervention sexvices?

!\J

Is the strategy appropriate and Hkely to be effective?

B. Did the bidder describe its experience in implementing such strategies under other
coniracts?

#. If so, do the other programs appear to be well concefved?

b.  Was the bidder able to demonstrate that the programs had measurably affected changes
improvements in access to and utilization of prevention and early intervention services?

5. Do the bidder’s references confirm that the bidder has successfully implemented
strategies to increase access to and utilization of prevention and early intervention
services and that this work has had a measurable impact on members?

Ihorough discussion of lowa experience includes planning and assessment tools.
Strength)

mplementation and assess met and is positive (Strength)

MDHS and depression
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Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

A.2,17 Management Information System (Séctiqnﬁ.fi_qf_ t_hé RFI’) N EER

; Sub-Section Score (cixcleone): - 0

~¢ | Meets With Diéfinct_igi;__” " Meets -:Par_t_i_ally Meets -+ - Fails to Meet -

7A.2.17.a)

L

[d

3.

id the bidder describe in detail the management information system the Bidder would
implement for the lowa Plan?

Did the description emphasize the way in which the MIS system would function to gather
required data and produce required reports as well as providing detail on hardware
capabilities?

Does the bidder’s response address all of the other requirements of Section 6.4 of the RFP?

L.

2.

7A.2.17.5)

Did the bidder describe adaptations to its MIS which would be made to allow
reimbursernent for covered, required and optional services provided even if the Enrollee’s
Medicaid eligibility and Iowa Plan enrollment effective date were determined subsequent
to the Eligible Person’s month of application?

Do the bidder’s proposed adaptations to its MIS to allow reimbursement for covered,
required and optional services provided to enrollees whose eligibility and Iowa Plan

___enrollment effective dates were determined subsequent to their month of application

appear appropriate and likely to be effective?

=

1~
H

7A.2.17.C)

Did the bidder describe an adequate process to ensure appropriate allocation of
reimbursement when:

i. services are being provided to a person who was a Medicaid enrollee and whose
Medicaid eligibility terminated and the person then, during the same treatment
episode, became a IDPH participant/

ii. services are being provided to a person who was a IDPH participant receiving
services and, during the same treatment episode, became a Medicaid enrollee/

Do the references provided by the bidder confirm that the bidder has been able to provide
a management information system that meets the business needs of other publicly funded
programs that are comparable to the Iowa Plan?
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Bidder Name: Magellan Health Services of Jowa, of Magellan Health Services, Avon, Connecticut

7A.2.17.a)

1. Did the bidder describe in detail the management information system the Bidder would
implement for the Iowa Plan?

2. Did the description emphasize the way in which the MIS system would function to
gather required data and produce required reports as well as providing detail on
hardware capabilities?

3. Does the bidder’s response address all of the other requirements of Section 6.4 of the
RFP?

Section 6.4 -

At a minimurm, receives, processes and reports data to and from the following

management information systems:

« IDPH lowa Service Management and Report Tool (I-SMART);

» DHS Medicaid Management Information System (MMIS),

1. Yes
2. Yes
3. Yes

Strength:

Ernroliment: Public Sector Solutions — 2.1 Million
74,584 individua! providers and facilities

Since 1995, providing mental heaith and substance abuse
services with the lowa Department of Human Services and the
lowa Department of Public Health.

Serve: 308,000 adults, children and adolescents
Claims Adjudication and Payment System (CAPS) is a robust

o DHS Title XIX eligibility systemn; and
MHI {mental health institute} information sysfem.

The management information system implemented by the Contractor shall conform
Io the following general system requirements:

On-Line Access

On-line access to all major files and data elements within the MIS.
Timely Processing

Daily fite updates: member, provider, prior authotization, and claims
to be processed.

o Weekly file updates: reference files, claim payments.

* & & @

Edits, Audits, and Error Tracking

1. Comprehensive automated edits and audits to ensure that dala are valid
and that contract requirements are met.

2. Systern should track errors by type and frequency. It should also be able to

"“claims pre-processing, adjudication, and administration system ™

used since 1994,

implementing a new Web site in 2009 specifically for the lowa
Plan.

Updated from an IBM AS/400 platform to IBM iSeries, Model
i570, and increased analytic and reporting capabilities by
upgrades o data warehousing.

Ability to deliver a majority of ad hoc reports within two days of
their request from the lowa Plan.

Providing online Dashboard Reports for both DHS and DPH
giving timely and easily accessible information.




Bidder Name: Magellan Health Services of Iowa, of Magellan Heaith Services, Avon, Connecticut

maintain adequate audit trails to allow for the reconstruction of processing

eventis. Weakness:

System Controls and Balancing N/A

Adequate system of controls and balancing to ensure that all data input can be
accounted for and that all outputs can be validated.

Back-up of Processing and Transaction Files .
1. 24-hour back-up: eligibility verification, enrofiment/eligibility update process,
prior authorization processing;
2. 72-hour back-up: claims processing, and
3. 2-weelk back-up: all other processes




Bidder Name: Magellan Health Services of Jowa, of Magellan Health Services, Avon, Connecticut

7A.2.17 Mana

7A.2.17.b)

1. Did the bidder describe adaptations to its MIS which would be made to allow
reimbursement for covered, required and optional services provided even if the
Enrollee’s Medicaid eligibility and lowa Plan enrollment effective-date were determined
subsequent to the Eligible Person’s month of application?

2. Do the bidder's proposed adaptations to its MIS to allow reimbursement for covered,
required and optional services provided to enrollees whose eligibility and Jowa Plan
enrollment effective dates were determined subsequent to their month of application
appear appropriate and likely to be effective?

1. Yes
2. Yes

Strength:

The iSeries system {IP) allows creation of a case and process
authorization requests for consumers who are not yet eligible for
lowa Plan services. Care managers review clinical and
psychosocia! infformation and make appropriate authorizations

just as they do for an Enrolles, and the system maintains the
case history.

System then continuously checks new eligibility records received
and if a match is found, system automatically atiaches any
authorizations and case notes entered previously to that file so

Weakness:

N/A

olaims can be baid for those services

integrated nature of IP/CAPS then permits the adjudication
function to automatically apply needed information related to
membership, benefits, authorizations, providers, and rates
applications, so claim can be adjudicated based on this
information.

Process has been effectively allowing appropriate
reimbursement in these situations since the implementation of
the lowa Plan.




Bidder Name: Magellan Health Services of Iowa, of Magellan Health Services, Avon, Connecticut

7A.2.17.0)
. 1. Yes
1. Did the bidder describe an adequate process to ensure appropriate allocation of
relmbursement when: Strength:
i services are being provided to a person who was a Medicaid enrollee and whose + Created a set of reports called Funding Source Monitoring in

Medicaid eligibility terminated and the person then, during the same treatment
episode, became a IDPH participant?

il. services are being provided to a person who was a IDPH participant receiving
services and, during the same treatment episode, became a Medicaid enroliee?

order to ensure providers are hot coding a person as an |DPH
Participant for the same period of time that the person is a
Medicaid Enroliee.

« Example, person originally coded by the provider as an IDPH
Participant, retroactively became enrolled in Medicaid, reporis
will inform the provider to change the coding in the -SMART
system and to bill Magellan under Medicaid for the Enrollee.

Weakness:

N/A




Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

e T e T e LT T T S " Sub-Section Score (circle one):
A.2.18 Financial Requirements (Section 6.6 of the RFP) -~ 00 1 C I e R R S S T
L L e R T I 'Meets With Distinction .~ " ' Meets . . -Partially Meets - ' Fails to Meet .

'A.2.18.3)

L. Did the bidder disclose the financial instruments the bidder would use to meet the
requirements of all funds and accounts required in Section 6.6 of the RFP? The
requirements are that the Contractor must establish prior to the payment of the first
capitation payment and maintain at all times, three accounts or funds as follows:

1} anInsolvency Protection Account that must contain at all times, an amount
equal to two (2) months of the anticipated annual Medicaid capitation amount;

2) aSurplus Fund, in an amount equal to one and a half timés the Contractor’s
average monthly Medicaid capitation payment; and

3} Working Capital in the form of cash or equivalent liquid assets equal to at least
three months’ operating expenses.

!\J

Did the bidder disclose the source of the capital required?

B. Do the bidder’s proposed instruments meet the requirements of Section 6.6 of the RFP and
appear to be appropriate and adequate instruments?

4. Does the bidder’s source of capital appear to be sufficient and stable?
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Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

e T 0 Sub-Section Score (circle one):
A.2.18 Financial Requirements (Section 6.6 of the REP) .~ -0 0 o™ T I D T e B
L R e e e T e .| Meets With Distinction ' Meets ' Partially Meets - .. Fails to Meet.
FA.2.18.5)
1. Dis the bidder demonstrate that its organization is financially sound? y%
?. Do the bidder's financtal statements and those of any corporate parent support its claims? >
e r
3. If the bidder is not financially sound, has it taken corrective measures to address and & / [:d /{4 V77 gﬂ.(w / X ¢ \3 /lf/f Q) )
resolve any identified financial problems? Are these measures likely to be successful? e
. - M
. Does the bidder attach the most recent two years of independently certified audited / / 7 - W ,/ L A
financial statements of the bidder’s organization as well as the most recent two years of
financial statements for the bidder’s parent company, if applicable?
b. Did the bidder provide its most recent three (3) years of independently certified audited
financial statements of its organization as well as the most recent two years of financial
statements for the bidder’s parent company, if applicable?
h. Do the audited statements reveal any financial problems, legal liabilities, or relevant
corporate relationships that the bidder has not mentioned or that raise concern regarding
financial stability, legal liability or corporate interests?.
'A.2.18.c)
|. Did the bidder discuss what impact the recent declines in the stock market have had on { / 5{ vy /
the Bidder's financial stability, how the Bidder has responded, and any implications for /e - / g \ﬁ e
the Bidder’s ability to meet the requirements of this RFP?
?. Did the bidder demonstrate that recent stock market declines have not put in jeopardy the
bidder’s ability to meet the requirements of the RFP, including the maintenance of
necessary liquidity?
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Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

E

a.2.19._Claihls i’ayment by the Con_tféct_o_r '(Séc_ti'qn' 6.7 'o:f__the RFP) i

.- Sub-Section Score (circle one):

| Mects With Distinction ~~ Meets  Partially Mets

" Fails to Meet "

7A.2.19.2)
[. Did the bidder describe the process it would implement to ensure compliance with the
required time frames for claims processing?

=

Is the process consistent with the requirements set forth in Section 6.7 of the RFP?

8. Does the process the bidder would implement to ensure the bidder’s compliance with the
required time frames for claims processing appear appropriate and likely to be effective?

]

Proven record

Advantage of incumbency

Working to go electronic

7A.2.19,b)

1. Did the bidder describe its experience implementing contracts in which the claims

P P 8
payment process supported the accurate and timely payment of claims as of the first day
of operations?

E\J

Do the references provided by the bidder confirm that the bidder has been able to
successfully implement accurate and timely payment of claims as of the first day of
comparable contracts?

owa, TN, Pennsylvania
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Bidder Name: Magellan Health Services of Iowa, of Magellan Health Services, Avon, Connecticut

'7A 2 19 a)

1. Did the bidder describe the process it would implement to ensure compliance with the
required time frames for claims processing?

2. Is the process consistent with the requirements set forth in Section 6.7 of the RFP?

Timeframes are calculated from the day the claim is received by the Contractor until the date

of the posimark (or electronic record for electronic rerittance) which returns sither the
payment or denial to the provider:

Section 6.7:

o for gt least 85% of claims éubmifted, payment shall be mailed or claims shall be
denied within 12 days of the date the claim is received by the Contractor;

» for at least 90% of claims submitted, payment shall be mailed or claims shall be
denied within 30 days of the date the claim is received by the Contractor, and

»  for 100% of claims submitled, payment shall be mailed or claims. shall be demed

1. Yes
2. Yes
3. Yes

Strength:

+ [n 2008, processed 89.89 percent of all lowa Plan claims in 30
days and processed 94.74 percent in 12 days.

¢ Clalms processing time frames have exceeded the contractual
targets set forth in section 8.7 of the current RFP, of 85 percent
within 12 days, 90 percent within 30 days, and 100 percent within
80 days.

s Proposing to increase the target percentage of claims processed
in 12 days to 90% and for claims processed in 30 days, 99%.

“Within 90 days of the date the claim is reveived by the Confractor.”

3. Does the process the bidder would implement to ensure the bidder’s compliance with

the required time frames for claims processing appear appropriate and likely to be
effective?

| Weakness:

N/A




Bidder Name: Magellan Health Services of Iowa, of Magellan Health Services, Avon, Connecticut

7A.2.19.b)

1. Did the bidder describe the process of implementing contracts it would implement

to ensure compliance with the aceuracy and timely payment of claims?

1. Yes

Strength:

e Weicomes the opportunity to continue working with the
Departments to serve the needs of the new contract,

s Systems are currenily available and online for the lowa Plan and
the Deparimenis are guaranteed continued exemplary
~ performance on day one of the contract renewal.

+  After review of the new requirements of BFP and the inclusion of
the older 65 population, determined that there are no

programming changes or major implementation tasks that are
required. :

Weakness:




- Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

ool Sub-Section Score (ci;’c_le onel:

3.2.20 Fraud a_nd__Abdse (S'_e'(:;'ti.on 68 ofthé; R_FP) b e R S I R AT
S e | Meets With Distinction .~ Meets . - . Partially Meets . -Fails to Meet . -

7A.2,20.a)
1. Did the bidder describe how it will comply with the Departments’ Fraud and Abuse Meets requirements and complies with all state and federal rules. (Strength)

requirements?

2. Did the bidder provide examples of how its internal controls successfully work to _
prevent Fraud and Abuse? Overpayments recovered (Strength)

3. Did the description completely address the requirements as defined within Section
6.82

4. Is the bidder’s proposed approach appropriate and likely to be effective?
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Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

7A.3 Corpomte Organization and Experience --- 15%

This section of the bid, excluding those portions not to be counted as indicated in the RFP, should not exceed 15 pages.

Does it exceed? Y/N?

A3 Corporaté_ Q:ganizétion'_and Experience (Seé_iiqn 6.8 of _th_e_e: RFP) o o :: R

7A.3.3)

. -Sub-Section Score (circle one): -

: : I\/_Iééts_Wiﬂ) Dlstmctton . :":M_eeté._ b Pafﬁaﬂy Meets o Fails thf?et.

[. Did the bidder provide the following information on all current publicly funded
managed behavioral health care contracts?

i, contract size: average monthly covered lives and annual revenues;

ii. contract start date and duration;

iii. general description of covered population and services (e.g., Medicaid
AFDC + 58I, state-only population, mental health, substance abuse, state
hospital, etc.);

iv. the company or agency name and address, and

v. acontact person and telephone number?

T

Does the information indicate that the bidder has experience with contracts that are
comparable in size and scope to the lowa Plan?

DK ®

DK

organization, agency, interest group or other entity despite the prohibition in the RFP
from doing so?

S| thebidderinclud‘é-leﬁersOfsuppol,t orendorserment from any TCVIGUAL e e T
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Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

o P IO F S STy 5__._.__SubuSe;ticn_Scor_e_(girci_e_ oney oo
A.3.1 Organizational Information - Y e e Tt T A e
R | -'Meets With Distinction .- Meets . : " Partially Meets .- . ~ Fails to Meet

FAL3.1.a)
1. Does the bidder provide all of the following (as required by the RFF)?

« lists and organizational charts showing any and all owners, voting and non-
voting members of the Board of Directors, officers and executive management
staff, including CEO, COQ, CFO, Medical Director, UM Director, QM Director
and MIS Director or equivalent functional personnel? DK

o the curriculum vitae for the aforementioned executive management staff?

o if the bidder is a wholly or partly owned subsidiary or parmership, a description
of the legal, financial, organizational and operational arrangements and
relationships between the bidder and its parent(s) and any other related
organizations?

»  an organizational chart depicting the bidder in relation to the corporations to.
which it is a subsidiary or partner? '

o if the bidder has subsidiaries, a description of the legal, financial, organizational
and operational arrangements and relationships between the bidder and its
subsidiaries? :

«  anorganizational chart depicting any subsidiaries in relation to the bidder?

0. Are any key positions vacant?

3. Do senior officers appear to be appropriately qualified? K

4. Are there any apparent corporate relationships that would introduce a conflict of
interest if the bidder were awarded the coniract?

a)

If the bidder is a subsidiary or partnership, are the parent corporations or partners
engaged in business activities that are complimentary to, and likely to provide long
term support to, the biddes?

b.  If the organization is a partnership, is the line of authority clearly delineated?




Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

A.3.2 i)isc}_osﬁre of Financial or Related Party Interest

.- Sub-Section Score {circle one): -

| - Meets With Distinction - Meets .~ Partially Meets .~ Fails to Meet .’

7A.3.2.0)

I. Does the bidder disclose any legal, financial, contractual or related party interests
which the bidder(s) shares with any provider or group of providers, or provide a
statement of no financial or related party interest?

DK

7A.3.2.b)

I, Does the bidder (and if the bid involves a partnership or another type of joint
venture, any of the bidders) share a financial or related party interest in any provider
or group of providers, does the bidder set forth a mechanism by which it proposes to
prevent any preferential treatment to those entities with which it shares a financial or
related party interest? '

1

If the response to #1, above, is affirmative, does this mechanism effectively prevent
preferential treatment to those provider entities in which it shares a financial or
related party interest?

3, Js it likely that the bidder’s mechanism will prevent the following situations which
might indicate an attempt to ensure financial gain (from RFP Section 5C.3):

DK

—s—achange-of the-distribution of referrals or reimbursement among providers L

within a level of care?

e referral by the Contractor to only those providers with whom the Contractor
shares an organizational relationship?

e  preferential financial arrangements by the Contractor with those providers with
whom the Contractor shares an organjzational refationship? '

o different requirements for credentialing, privileging, profiling or other network
management strategies for those providers with whom the Contractor shares an
organizational relationship?

« distribution of community reimbursement moneys in a way which gives
preference to providers with whom the Contractor shares an organizational
relationship?

+  substantiated complaints by enrollees of limitations on their access to
participating providers of their choice within an approved level of care?

NA
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Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

4

&33 Disclosure of Legal Actions . =

Meets Wlf:h Distmctwn R

Sub-—Secnon Score (c1rcle (me)

During the last five years, has the bidder or any subcontractor identified in
this proposal had a contract for services terminated for convenience, non-
performance, non-allocation of funds, or any other reason for which
termination occurred before completion of all obligations under the initial
condract provisions? If so, provide full details related to the termination,
During the last five years, has the bidder been subject to default or received
notice of default or fajlure to perform on a contract? If so, provide full
details related to the default mcludmg the other party’s name, address, and
telephone number.

During the last five years, describe any damages, penalties, disincentives
assessed or payments withheld, or anything of value traded or given up by
the bidder under any of its existing or past contracts as it relates to services
performed that are similar to the services contemplated by the RFP and the
resulting Contract. Indicate the reason for and the estimated cost of that
incident to the bidder.

During the last five years, list and summarize pending or threatened

Meets _' ' Partlaﬂy Meets ‘Fails to Meet .- S
7A.3.3.a)
{. As far as the evaluator is aware, did the bidder disclose all relevant information in
response to the following RFP questions and requirements or make a statement that
there is no applicable information (as required by the RFP)? -

could affect the ability of the Bidder to perform the services contemplated in
this RFP.

During the last five years, have any irregularities been discovered inany of -

the accounts maintained by the Bidder on behalf of others? If so, describe
the circumstances of irregularities or variances and disposition of resolving
the irregularities or variances,

The bidder shall also state whether it or any owners, officers, primary
partners, staff pr ov1d1ng services or any owners, officers, primary partners,
or staff providing services of any subcontractor who may be involved with
providing the services contemplated in this RFP, have ever had a founded
child or dependent adult abuse report, or been convicted of a felony.

hhgahon,a AiniGHatve ot reguiatory ¥ 'c:‘eiedings‘;'"o"r"'sim'ﬁar"m‘atters"that
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Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

x.S.S'I)_is_clésﬁ:ré_ of _L_egal Actions '

" Sub-Section Score (circle one): '

1 _Mee.té_.vi\f.ith _Ij_isﬁnctioﬁ_ ST '_Meéfs_ -:.l_’ar'tia_l_ly 'Meet_s"__ . -Failsto Meet

7A.3.3.a) (continued)

2. If the bidder disclosed that it, or one of its subcontractors, had defaulted ona
contract or had a contract ferminated for cause, and the project contact person was
contacted, what was the explanation given for the problem and does it raise
concerns regarding the bidder’s qualifications as the State’s Contractor?

3. If the bidder disclosed that, during the previous five years, legal action was taken
against the bidder or if any legal actions are pending, does the explanation and
status update provided by the bidder alleviate any concerns regarding the biddex's
qualifications as the State’s Contractor?

I, - If the bidder’s current corporate configuration is related to mergers, did the bidder
provide the requisite responses to the questions above for all components of the
merged entities (as required)?

NA
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Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

7A.4 Project Organization and Staffing - 15%

This section of the bid, excluding those portions not to be counted as indicated in the RFP, should not exceed 10 pages.
Does it exceed? Y/N?

" ol e - Sub-Section Score (circle one}: .
\.4.1 Organizational Chart ..~ - ERRTTERIE G I IR s
e Meets With Distinction ...~ Meets . -Partially Meets . - - Fails to Meet .~ -

|. Did the bidder provide an organizational chart that demonstrates:
a) the bidder's corporate structure? ]
b) the reporting relationship which staff assigned to the lowa Plan would have Yes

with other parts of the bidder’s corporate structure?

<

Does the proposed reporting relationship between staff assigned to the fowa Plan
and other parts of the bidder's corporate structure appear appropriate and likely to
be effective? Does it appear that the Iowa Plan-assigned staff will receive sufficient
corporate attention and support?
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Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

442 Chart or Other Pljésenta'ti.oh.'. L

-, ‘Sub-Section Score (circle one): .

1 Meets With l_i_)isfi_nctién_ _ Meet_s; B -'_.':-'Partially.Meefs . Faﬂs_t_o_ Meet .

|. Does the chart or other presentation provided by the bidder clearly show the
following? '
a) every position which would be working on the lowa Plan?
b) the name and qualifications of the proposed lowa-based individual who
would have management responsibility for lowa Plan operations?
¢) the reporting relationships between those positions?
d) the credentials required of individuals to be hired for each clinical and
management position?
e} the office locations of each individual?

T~
.

Do the types and numbers of staff to be assigned to the Iowa Plan appear to be
sufficient in number and have the appropriate credentials?

B.  Are adequate resources dedicated to serving DPH Participants?

4. Is the staffing distributed appropriately given the allowable distribution of
administrative costs to each funding stream (i.e., Medicaid 13.5% or less; DPH, 3.5%
or less)?

5.

Are the UM, QA, claims and systems senior management positions appropriately
qualified and Teporting atame appropiiatelyseniorleveloftherorganization?

]

¥es. Seems complete

- Yes

Yes

Probably

beem to be
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Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

443 Chart or Other_l’rgéénfaﬁdh e

©- - ‘Sub-Section Score (circle one}: .~ . e

B _'_Meéts Wit_h Disiiﬁéfion_'3_ Meets . Partially Meets: " - Fails t_o'Meet

|. Does the chart or other presentation provided by the bidder clearly show the
following?

a) the subcontractors (excluding network providers) who would be working
on the lowa Plan?

b) the responsibilities of those subcontractors?
¢) special skills of those subcontractors?

d) the location of the office of each subcontractor from which they will provide
their subcontracted services?

o

If there is more than one subicontractor, does the number of subcontractors appear to
be too large or to potentially hinder the bidder’s successful operation of the
program?

3. Did the bidder propose to subcontract any functions that the evaluator believes are
integral to successful program operation and should not be subcontracted?

e )/,eu - /5?56%@?/
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Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

1 %.4.4 Financial Information FER

" . .Sub-Section Score {circle one): 7 -

IR

a minimum of three written financial references including contract
information?

Do the financial statements or alternative financial information demonstrate that the
bidder has the financial wherewithal to serve as a stable partner to the state?

Do the financial statements or alternative financial information raise any concerns
about the bidder’s qualifications to serve as the fowa Plan contractor?

Do the references provided by the bidder confirm that the bidder has conducted its
financial business in an appropriate manner and is qualified, based on its financial
practices and financial status alone, to serve as the Jowa Plan contractor?

s " Meets With Distinction " - Meets - Partially Meets - " 'Fails to Meet
. Did the Bidder provide the following information:
o audited financial statements from independent auditors for the last three
years. If the bidders did not have financial statements, did it providea DK
detailed explanation of why they are not available and provide alternatives
that were acceptable to the Departments?
L]
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Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

7A.5 Budget Worksheet and Narrative - 10% This section of the bid, excluding those portions not to be counted as indicated in the
RFP, should not exceed 3 pages. Does it exceed? Y/N?

&5 Budgedefksh_éét a_nd Narr@tive_ SR

| Meets With Distinction - Meets _

i ¢ Sub-Section Score (circle onej:

e services that would benefit eligible persons?

s services that the bidder has identified in response to 7A.2.6.b), 7A.2.13.b), or
other questions within Section 7 of the RFP? (this question is to assess internal
consistency within the bidder’s response)

REP process seems clearer by this bidder

L . P@rtiélly.'Mee.ts_ L :_Fa.ils to.Meet; o
Does the bidder propose that the percentage of the Medicaid capitation payment
allocated to the Medicaid Administrative Fund will be less than the RFP-specified 12.5 %
maximum of 13.5%7 :
). Does the bidder propose that the percentage of the IDPH payment allocated to the
IDPH Administrative Fund will be less than the RFP-specified maximum of 3.3%? 2 9%
5. Does the bidder propose using the Community Reinvestment Account fund on:
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Bidder Name: MAGELLAN

A6 R_eéuired Certiﬁca’tiofls' T

.00 o Sub-Section Score (circle one):

g Meets W1th _l;i_islinc_tibn o Meét_éif.‘:-: 2 ::I_’a_ftialiy Meéts o -"iFéiIs td_i_\_/léét S

s RFP Certifications and Mandatory Guarantee
+  Release of Information
s Mandatory Requirements and Reasons for Disqualification

|. Does the bidder include all the required certifications? (Y/N)
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